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Around the world, violence is considered a substantial social, political, religious, and 
health issue. To understand violence in a society, it is essential to consider the processes that 
validate such behaviors. Validation is based on the rationalization process utilized by people 
and the mechanisms that support it. This study focuses on two such mechanisms: religion and 
patriarchal traditionalism. Religion is often blamed for inciting violence worldwide and is also 
confused for supporting social and cultural traditions in constructing perceptions that justify 
violence. Some religions also support patriarchal traditions, where men are taught to have 
power and women are told to act as subordinates. This research examines the effects of 
religiosity, patriarchal traditionalism, and their interactions on the justification of physical 
violence.  
This study uses Wave 6 (2010-2014) World Value Survey (WVS) data from the United 
States. The main hypotheses of the research are that religiosity lowers the probability of 
individuals' justification of physical violence, and patriarchal traditionalism has a positive 
relationship with the justification of physical violence. Ordered logistic regression is used to test 
the hypotheses. This research fills in the literature gap by looking at the effects of religious 
belief, religious practice, patriarchal traditionalism, and the interaction of the two on the 
justification of physical violence.  
Results reveal that religiosity does have a negative impact on the justification of physical 
violence, and patriarchal traditionalism does have a positive role in justifying physical violence. 




violence are more substantial for those who score higher on the patriarchal traditionalism 
scale. Therefore, it can be concluded that patriarchal traditionalism moderates the relationship 
between religiosity and views justifying physical violence.  
 
KEYWORDS: Religiosity, Religious Practice, Religious Belief, Patriarchal Traditionalism, 





Whether based on political, social, religious, or economic goals, violence is one of the 
significant social problems in the world today. Violence is the act of willingly harming another 
person and is often characterized as unjust (Bufacchi 2005). Some studies suggest that 
individuals may justify violence against others because they are socialized under cultural norms 
that rationalize such behavior (Anderson & Umberson 2001; Flood & Pease 2009).  
Rationalization is at the core of the process for justifying or not justifying violent 
behaviors. This raises questions about the possible factors that drive this process. One 
explanation is put forward by Differential Association/Learning Theories, which assert that 
violent and other deviant/criminal behaviors are learned and not inherited (Sutherland 1939; 
Akers and Jensen 2003). Individuals learn such behaviors from various social institutions, which 
expose individuals to definitions favorable or unfavorable to deviant behaviors. According to 
learning theories, the choices that individuals make between criminal and non-criminal 
pathways are based on the balance between the definitions of deviant behaviors available to 
them compared to the law-abiding ones. If the balance of associations results in more 
definitions favorable to law violation than unfavorable, individuals are more likely to engage in 
deviant behavior.  
Another explanation for violence is mechanisms of social control. Hirschi (1969) argued 
that both external and internal controls predict criminality. He defined four types of social 
bonds that tie individuals to society: attachment, commitment, involvement, and belief. The 




from criminal behaviors because of the social bonds they have with institutions, including 
family, peers, religion, and more. Conformity is the glue that puts constraints on individuals and 
discourages anti-social/deviant behaviors.  
These explanations of the rationalization process behind the justification of physical 
violence are the focus of this research project. Using both control theories and learning 
theories as broad theoretical frameworks allows us to understand better two critical factors 
that the existing literature puts forward as potential determinants of justification of physical 
violence -- religion and patriarchal traditionalism.  
On the one hand, religious affiliation, belief, and practice influence levels of social 
control. Religion may teach individuals values and norms that encourage the development of 
control. Additionally, being more involved in religious activities and groups may create social 
bonds that act as constraints and deter deviant behavior.  
On the other hand, patriarchal traditionalism provides a cultural value system that 
individuals learn through observation, communication, modeling, and imitation. These learned 
definitions, attitudes, and behaviors result from environmental and social factors and may 
increase justification of physical violence, particularly violence towards women and children, 
but also towards other men. This brings us to the research questions this study seeks to 
address: 
● Does religiosity predict justification of physical violence?   
● Does patriarchal traditionalism predict justification of physical violence?  






Globally, violence is a significant social, political, and health problem (Ishida et al. 2010; 
Krantz et al. 2005). It has adverse consequences on the physical and mental health of its victims 
(Ford-Gilboe et al. 2009; Stein and Kennedy 2001), and can result in social issues such as 
homicides (McLaughlin, O'Carroll, and O'Connor 2012), suicides (Devries et al. 2011; Gold et al. 
2012), and other social well-being problems (Beccaria et al. 2013).  
The literature defines violence in two ways: minimalistic conception of violence (MCV) 
and comprehensive conception of violence (CCV) (Bufacchi 2005). The former is defined as an 
intentional force or harm caused to another person, while the latter violates rights. Previous 
literature defines violence as the use of physical force that damages, injures, dishonors, 
violates, or destroys people or things (Riga 1969). For this research, violence is also defined as 
the use of physical force with the intent of harming others.  
The relationship between the perpetrator and victim of violence is not that 
straightforward, as the community also plays a significant role as a bystander. For example, 
family members or outsiders may witness violence within the household, or someone being 
bullied in public. Their reaction and response have consequences for the strength and breadth 
of violence in society. The response of others is an essential factor in whether the violence will 
be stopped at that time and deterred from happening again. Therefore, while often ignored, 
the community is an essential element in the occurrence of violence. If the community justifies 
the violent act, it is more likely to reoccur, but if it is condemned, then the probability of 




This justification achieved through the generalized attitudes of society is part of the 
rationalization process. This process is supported by the learned values and norms that result in 
the analysis and rationalization of the actions of the perpetrator and the victim. Contextualizing 
the process of justification of violence through criminological literature, two explanations come 
to the front: control theory and differential association/learning theory. For this research, the 
effects of religiosity will be viewed through the lens of control theories. In contrast, the effects 
of patriarchal traditionalism will be viewed through differential association/learning theories.  
Figure 1 in Appendix B presents a simple model outlining the relationships between the 
variables of interest. The discussion of the theoretical approach begins with the literature 
exploring the relationship between religiosity and deviance, delving more deeply into a control 
theory explanation for such findings. 
Religion, Deviant Behaviors, Violence, and Crime 
Religion is a significant factor in the lives of individuals and can have positive or negative 
impacts on lives and life decisions (Krauss et al. 2012, Mason et al. 2007, Puffer et al. 2012, 
Robbins & Francis 2010, Smith & Denton 2005). Research has suggested that religious activities 
(e.g., praying, volunteering at church) exert socially positive effects, constraining anti-
social/deviant behaviors. Research has found that engagement in religious services, more 
frequent religious attendance, and importance of religion in life result in lower levels of 
deviance, sexual debut at a later age, reduction in risky behaviors (like, drinking, smoking, drug 
abuse), better health outcomes, improved educational achievement and attainment, and 
higher involvement in civic activities (Cotton et al. 2006, King & Boyatzis 2015, Pearce & Denton 




Smith (2003) defined a comprehensive theoretical framework explaining how religion 
shapes outcomes for adolescents. He identified three key elements of religious influence: moral 
orders, learned competencies, and social and organizational ties. Firstly, he argued that religion 
provides a value and normative system that individuals internalize, and this moral order 
regulates the behaviors through self- and social control. The moral directives and beliefs 
provided by religion construct a context where behaviors are shaped according to gratifying 
divine authority (McCullough & Willoughby 2009; Smith 2003; King & Boyatzis 2015). Religious 
beliefs also define purity and virtue, which guides individuals' behaviors (Pearce, Uecker, and 
Denton 2019). Hirschi and Stark (1969) explained that religion provides normative guidelines 
and role models to adolescents to act as deterring factors and generate social control 
mechanisms. 
Smith (2003) argues that religion offers skills and knowledge to adolescents that help 
them improve their well-being and life outcomes. These may be associated with involvement in 
religious organizations, like talking in front of congregations (Dill 2017) and going on missions 
(Beyerlein et al. 2011, Trinitapoli & Vaisey 2009). Religion can also provide a support system 
and coping strategies to deal with stressful and emotional situations (Smith 2003; King & 
Boyatzis 2015). Lastly, religion's organizational and social ties offer social capital such as 
network building, resources, and opportunities (Smith 2003; King and Furrow 2004). These 
social ties provide emotional and informational support and act as mechanisms of social control 
and supervision (Smith 2003; King & Boyatzis 2015). Clearly, the past literature on religiosity 





Religiosity and Justification of Physical Violence Through the Lens of 
Control Theories 
Control theory is embedded in the socialization discourse, which proposes that the 
process of socialization teaches individuals in a society to act in ways that are accepted by 
society. These norms and rules, if followed by the individuals, control their behaviors. Thus, 
control theories emphasize the quality of the socialization process that ingrains these controls 
in individuals.  
Travis Hirschi had the most influence on the development of control theories. His 
research was built on Durkheim's (1895) explanation of the role of social integration and 
regulation in society. Durkheim argued that deviance is inevitable in society, and society 
without it is abnormal. He believed that deviance is an essential and natural phenomenon, as it 
helps maintain stability and aids in defining the moral boundaries within societies. These 
boundaries are upheld by controlling human behaviors through simple disapproval or 
punishment.  
For Durkheim, social integration and social regulation were essential to maintaining 
social order and control in society. He defined social integration as an attachment to society. He 
claims that when individuals are connected to society, they tend to follow social expectations 
and ignore their purely self-interested desires. However, when there is a lack of integration, the 
individual does what is in his/her own best interest (Durkheim 1895). Along with social 
integration, individual behavior is also controlled through external forces like social regulations. 
According to Durkheim, norms and rules established and followed regulate societies. These 




that societies with ineffective norms experience chaos or the state of anomie and that deviant 
behaviors were more likely to be prevalent in anomic societies (Durkheim 1897).  
Durkheim's work (1895; 1951) on the relationship between conformity and religiosity 
gained much scholarly attention (Hirschi & Stark 1969; Lombroso 1911; Pearce & Haynie 2004; 
Weber 1905). Following in the footsteps of Durkheim, Travis Hirschi (1969) developed a 
contemporary social control theory model. His theory focuses on explaining why individuals do 
not commit crime. He explained that weakened or broken social bonds lower the levels of 
constraints on individuals, which increases the risk of deviant behavior. These bonds can 
include relationships with family, peers, school, religion, and many others. He claimed that 
social bonds between individuals and broader society are of four types: attachment, 
involvement, commitment, and belief. These elements of the bond described by Hirschi can 
easily be applied to the potential restraining effects of religiosity.  
According to Hirschi (1969), attachment is an emotional form of the bond which results 
in greater social integration. Religious affiliation can result in greater attachment to 
conventional others, including parents, religious groups (e.g., congregations), and even peers. 
Individuals may feel connected and internalize the shared norms and values supplied by religion 
and its teachings. This attachment may produce feelings of shame and guilt, which are internal 
controls influenced by external environments (Nye 1958) after a deviant act. These feelings 
place one's conscience in the bond of attachment, where the individual will refrain from 
deviant behavior because of fear of losing emotional ties to others. Conversely, if attachment 
bonds are weak or broken, individuals may feel isolated and alienated, resulting in aggressive 




The second form of the social bond discussed by Hirschi (1969) was involvement. He 
expressed that "idle hands are the devil's workshop" (Hirschi 1969: 187). He asserted that along 
with the commitment to high aspirations, it is important that individuals are involved in 
conventional activities, so they have less time on their hands to be involved in deviant behavior. 
Indulging in deviant behavior (like violence) does not take much time, and a minor deviant 
incident is enough to label an individual a delinquent or deviant. Therefore, Hirschi believed 
that it is essential for adolescents to participate in conventional activities (Hirschi 1969). Thus, 
being involved in conventional activities like frequently going to church or being involved in a 
religious community could result in fewer opportunities for engaging in violent behavior, along 
with decreased chances of justifying negative/anti-social behaviors.  
Hirschi described the bond of commitment as a rational one, which is regular 
engagement in the traditional activities and setting goals for oneself. The goal determination 
and the desire to achieve it limit deviant behavior and deviate from the expected path to 
achievement. The rationale behind the bond of commitment is that the individual will conform 
to the norms of society due to the fear of consequences (Hirschi 1969). Religion and 
involvement in a religious community may act as deterring factors. The more someone is 
committed to religious beliefs and practices, the more they lose by engaging in deviance, 
including violence (and its justification). 
Lastly, Hirschi identified belief as a form of the social bond. He defined belief as 
acceptance of the validity of the rules of society. He clarified that individuals vary in their 
acceptance and compliance with the laws of society – i.e., some believe that the law applies to 




existence and confidence in the rules. Religion provides these moral explanations and the 
distinction between right and wrong. Hirschi explains that individuals who conform to the 
norms of society are less likely to engage in deviant behavior than their counterparts (Hirschi 
1969). Nevertheless, there will be individuals who believe in the rules and laws of the society 
but use neutralization techniques (Sykes and Matza 1957) to justify violating them.    
Sykes and Matza (1957) emphasized that individuals from all social classes are bound to 
some extent to follow the dominant social value system executed by social institutions of 
society, but that neutralization techniques help them justify their deviant behaviors and free 
them from social value commitments. They identified five techniques, including denial of 
responsibility, denial of injury, denial of the victim, condemnation of the condemners, and 
appeal to higher loyalties (Sykes and Matza 1957). These techniques validate deviant behavior, 
allowing the individual to deny responsibility for the act altogether. They believe that the act 
was in response to a previous one, assume that the act was not harmful, justify himself/herself 
as a victim, and believe that the act was not for him/her, but for someone else, carried out for 
loyalty. The techniques of neutralization provide individuals with tools to rationalize their own 
or others' deviant behaviors (Sykes and Matza 1957).  
Contextualizing religious teachings and practice within the control theory framework 
leads to the research question concerning the role of religion in justifying violence. Based on 
the literature discussed above, religion is one of the organized processes that shape daily 
routines and aids in reducing overall deviant behaviors and controlling behavior by morally 
sanctioning it (Schreck et al. 2007). It aids in deterring such behaviors and develops 




Past research identifies religiosity in two different forms: belief (Saroglou 2011) and 
practice (Benda and Toombs 2000; Pettersson 1991). It indicates that religious practice, often 
defined by religious attendance, prayer frequency, and other religious group involvements, is 
inversely related to both violent crime and support/justification of physical violence (Benda and 
Toombs 2000; Pettersson 1991; Muluk, Sumaktoyo, and Ruth 2013). Other research also 
indicated a positive relationship between service attendance and crime rate at the aggregate 
level (Myers 2012). It was also noted that the frequency of prayer might have a stronger 
negative relationship to violence and hostility than the aggregate effect of attendance, prayer, 
and reading of holy scripture (Wright and Young 2017). Because this study is viewing religiosity 
through the lens of control theory, it hypothesizes that:  
Hypothesis 1: Higher religious practice predicts lower scores on the 
justification of physical violence 
Another dimension of religiosity is the importance and belief in religion (Saroglou 2011). 
Belief in religion is strongly associated with the importance of religion in one's life, which then 
impacts the application and utilization of religious teaching in everyday life (Worthington 1988; 
Worthington Jr. et al. 2003). This means that someone who considers religion as important to 
them would be more likely to conform to the teachings, and their actions will be altered based 
on them. The relationship between religious belief and justification of violence is not well 
studied. The literature suggests an inverse relationship between religious beliefs and aggressive 
behaviors (Schumann et al., 2014). Belief in supernatural powers and the concept of life after 




(Johnson 2011; Johnson & Krüger 2004). To further assess the relationship between religious 
belief and justification of violence, the study hypothesizes: 
Hypothesis 2: Stronger religious beliefs predict lower scores on the 
justification of physical violence  
Religion is not always viewed as a protective factor against violence, however. It is also 
considered a culprit that could potentially incite violence (Armstrong 2014; Dawkins 2003; 
Harris, 2005; Helminiak 1997; Munson, 2005; Thomson, 2009; Wellman & Tokuno, 2004; 
Cavanaugh 2007). Researchers suggest that association with conservative religious 
denominations can produce the opposite effects – leading to higher rates of deviant and violent 
behaviors, lower educational attainment (Beyerlein 2004, Darnell & Sherkat 1997, Fitzgerald & 
Glass 2012, Sherkat & Darnell 1999, Uecker & Pearce 2017), rise in risky behaviors like 
unwanted pregnancies, and sexually transmitted diseases (Pearce & Davis 2016, Regnerus 
2007). 
Ginges, Hansen, and Norenzayan (2009) found that higher frequency of religious 
attendance predicted a greater likelihood of suicide attacks among Palestinian Muslims, while 
the increased frequency of prayer did not have the same effect. Religion and the beliefs it 
imparts tend to reinforce patriarchal values (Bartkowski 1997), as some denominations may 
endorse the idea that decision making power should be left to men, and teach women to be 
obedient and submissive (Levitt and Ware 2006). Religious beliefs can justify violence and 
legitimize intimate partner violence perpetrated by men (Renzetti et al. 2017). This relationship 
between religion and deviant behavior varies in terms of offense type, religious denomination, 




Bainbridge 1996). The constructivist approach argues that religion might cause violence, but the 
relationship is ambiguous (Hasenclever and Rittberger 2000). Clearly there is the possibility that 
the effects of religion may depend on what specific values the religion endorses. If some 
religions promote traditional patriarchal values, they may be associated with a greater 
likelihood of endorsing violence.  
Patriarchy and Violence 
Patriarchy is an essential tool for analysis when discussing domestic or even public 
violence (Hunnicutt 2009; Walby 1989). In patriarchal societies, the gender order shows that 
men tend to dominate women with respect to power, wealth, and social position, but not all 
women face the same oppression and not all men enjoy the same domination over women 
(Risman & Davis, 2013).  
Masculinity is defined in comparison to femininity and is associated with many 
characteristics a man should hold. David and Brannon (1976) defined the rules of establishing 
masculinity. The four themes defined in their book The Forty-nine percent majority: The male 
sex role are: "No Sissy Stuff," "The Big Wheel," "The Sturdy Oak," and "Give 'Em Hell!". These 
themes identified notions that a man needs to possess to be considered masculine. Firstly, a 
man associating with anything remotely feminine is prohibited. Secondly, masculinity is 
measured by the success, power, and admiration of others, achieved through wealth, fame, and 
status in society. Another aspect of masculinity is linked with rationality, toughness, and self-
reliance. A man is expected to show strength but no emotions and weakness. Lastly, men must 




Connell's (1995) concept of normative masculinity further explains that these 
characteristics are socially expected of men, and they strive to live up to them. He also argues 
that the idea of being male is not something natural but socially constructed. Research 
acknowledges four forms of masculinity: hegemonic, complicit, marginalized, and subordinate 
masculinities (Connell, 1995; Evans et al., 2011; Tseole and Vermaak 2020; Connell and 
Messerschmidt 2005). Hegemonic masculinity is the dominant form of masculinity that 
encompasses qualities like heterosexuality, whiteness, toughness, and emotional suppression 
(Connell, 1995; Evans et al., 2011). On the other hand, complicated masculinity is a passive 
form of masculinity where men lack some of the qualities of hegemonic masculinity and do not 
actively display or challenge it (Connell, 1995; Evans et al., 2011; Tseole and Vermaak 2020). 
Marginalized masculinity is a subculture of hegemonic masculinity, where men often lack 
physical strength but still display dominance (e.g., disabled men) (Connell, 1995). Lastly, 
subordinate masculinity is the total opposite of hegemonic masculinity, where men display 
feminine characteristics, such as physical weakness and emotional expression (Connell, 1995). 
One of the important works by Pascoe (2011) explains the use of the word “fag”, which is not 
used to express homosexuality, but the opposite of hegemonic masculinity. She utilizes the 
concept of compulsive heterosexuality to explain that boys tend to use aggression and violence 
to authenticate their masculinity. She also points out that masculinity and sexuality is based on 
two important components of male dominance and female subordination.   
In patriarchal societies, men are culturally expected to utilize alternative means of 
masculinity, including violence. Messerschmidt (1993) explained how different groups of males 




conform with the social order display accommodating masculinity, but those who work against 
it demonstrate oppositional masculinity. Young middle-class men who are enrolled in schools 
engage in masculinity differently, as they serve subservient to the teachers at school. However, 
outside school, they rebel against social order through involvement in minor theft and 
vandalism. While working-class men, who do not achieve success in academics, lean towards 
more aggressive behavior and rebel and oppose social order (Messerschmidt 1993). Masculinity 
is easier to achieve but is highly fragile. The threats and fear of being compared to women and 
acquiring any feminine characteristics would degrade their manhood (Kimmel 1994).  
Willer et al. (2013) argue that threats to masculinity often result in more extreme 
displays of masculinity. Adler's notion (1910) of "masculine protest" (a response to feelings of 
insecurity or inferiority) and Freud's notion (1898) of "reaction formation" (the tendency of 
individuals to react in opposite often extreme, when suggested to possess socially unacceptable 
traits) are somewhat embedded into the construction of masculinity in societies. This threat to 
masculinity could be due to gender performance accountability. Thus, men tend to justify 
violence in such situations (Willer et al. 2013; Kimmel 1994). Thus, the study hypothesizes: 
Hypothesis 3: Strong patriarchal traditionalism predicts higher justification of 
physical violence 
Patriarchal Traditionalism and Justification of Physical Violence Through 
the Lens of Learning Theories 
The theoretical framework of patriarchy within the social learning theory is used as a 
theoretical framework in this study to explain the interrelationship between learned violent 




theories suggest that criminal or violent behavior is learned in interaction within primary 
groups, such as family members, peers, and other members connected through social activities. 
The main argument of learning theory is that the pathway an individual might take is based on 
the balance between the criminal and conforming definitions learned.  
Within the learning theory framework, Sutherland's (1939) Differential Association 
Theory suggests that if individuals are exposed to an excess of definitions favorable to law 
violation, they would be more likely to deviate from normative conduct and adopt 
violent/deviant behavior. The availability of favorable definitions for deviant behavior results in 
a higher probability of justifying such acts. Such interactions produce shared understanding, 
norms, values, and beliefs based on which, in most cases, individuals act contrary to the values 
and expectations of the larger society.  
Sutherland's theory was further expanded by Akers and Jensen (2003), who focused on 
differential associations with others that expose individuals to definitions concerning the 
appropriateness and inappropriateness of law violation. Thus, the four elements of these 
exposures are priority, duration, frequency, and intensity (Akers and Jensen 2003). Higher 
priority relationships of longer duration, frequency, and intensity are more likely to influence 
norms/definitions that may justify deviant/criminal behaviors.  
Viewing the potential influences of patriarchal attitudes through the lens of differential 
association/learning theories enables us to consider how religiosity and patriarchy might 
intersect. On the one hand, religion generally teaches peace-making and forbids harming others 
(Cejka and Bamat, 2003; Coward and Smith, 2004; Schlack, 2009). On the other hand, some 




violence (Douki et al. 2003; Koch and Ramirez 2010; Nason-Clark 2004). This leads to how 
religiosity and patriarchal views may interact in their effects on the justification of violence, 
especially violence towards women and children, but also violence against other men to assert 
their masculinity (Connell and Messerschmidt 2005; Khan, 2006). If one adheres to a religion 
that promotes patriarchal values, does that change the restraining effects of religion?  To 
understand these potential interacting effects, this study poses the following question: will 
individuals highly religious and highly patriarchal be more likely to justify physical violence? Or 
does religiosity help "tame" the potentially anti-social effects of patriarchal traditionalism?  
Hypothesis 4(a): Highly religious and highly patriarchal individuals are more 
likely to justify physical violence 
Hypothesis 4(b): Religious belief and religious practice tend to tame the 
anti-social effects of patriarchal traditionalism on justification of physical 
violence 
Methods 
Data and Sample 
This study uses data from cross-national scientific samples of individuals undertaken in 
the World Value Survey (WVS). WVS is a representative survey collecting data on human beliefs 
and values, conducted in more than 120 countries (including poor and rich), and covers almost 
94 percent of the world's population. This project was started in 1981 by Professor Ronald 
Inglehart from the University of Michigan (USA) and his team. This survey is conducted every 




The World Value Survey project aims to analyze the variation in the values, beliefs, and 
norms across nations. National teams of social science researchers come together to conduct 
and implement the WVS in their respective countries. The data from participating countries are 
reported back to the headquarters in Stockholm, Sweden, and made publicly available two 
years later.  
This study uses the data from Wave 6 (2010-2014) and only utilizes the United States of 
America sample. The survey has 384 variables. Table 1 lists all the variables that are used in this 
study. The sample for the USA data originally consisted of 2,232 participants. The category for 
"no answer" for the three items used to create the justification of violence scale (dependent 
variable) was coded as missing data. Thus 72 cases (0.31%) were dropped. 
Furthermore, the independent and control variables had 216 missing values for the 
cases (10% of data) dropped. The final sample total was 1,949 participants. The descriptive 
statistics for the independent variable can be found in Table 2.  
Dependent Variable 
Justification of Physical Violence 
The dependent variable is the justification of physical violence1. This variable was based 
on three items (see Table 1), asking respondents if they justify wife-beating, parents beating 
their children, and violence against others. Each item was measured on a scale of 1 through 10, 
where 1 is 'not justified' and 10 is 'always justified'. Combining these items would result in 3 as 
the lowest value, which means that the respondent answered all items as not justified. The 
 
1 World Value Survey (WVS) collects data on values people hold about various issues and not specifically 
their behavior. Although, justifying certain behaviors could result in individuals practicing it themselves as they 




highest value is 30, which means the respondent answered the three items as always justified. 
A principal component analysis was run to identify the number of factors using eigenvalues and 
analyze the loadings for each item on the factors. One factor was identified using the KI method 
(Ledesma and Valero-Mora 2007) with an eigenvalue of 2.283, and all three items had a factor 
value of more than 0.80. The scale range is 3-30, with a Cronbach alpha of 0.830. The 
distribution of the scale is highly positively skewed (see Figure 1).  
Independent Variables 
Religiosity 
The data contain nine items measuring religiosity and are listed in Table 1. The items 
were measured using different ordinal categories; thus, all the items were standardized before 
creating the scales. It is an important step, as all the items used were on different scales and 
cannot be compared or computed together. In this scaling technique, the values are centered 
around the mean with a unit standard deviation. The mean of the distribution becomes zero, 
and the values are distributed on unit standard deviation. Thus, all the items used to form a 
scale will be on the same unit scale. The items measure traditional beliefs and practices 
concerning the importance of religion in life (independent of religious attendance), whether 
someone considers her/himself religious, importance of God in life, belief in God and hell, 
whether religion is given preference over science, membership in religious organizations, 
religious service attendance, and frequency of praying.  
A principal component factor analysis was run on these items to identify the number of 
factors using eigenvalues and analyze loadings for each item. Two factors were identified using 




the literature (Potvin and Sloane 1985) and factor loadings, the two measures were defined as 
religious belief and religious practice. The items selected for each scale had factor loadings of 
0.50 or greater, and the alpha coefficients for each scale were well within the acceptable range 
(Nunnally and Bernstein 1994).  
The first scale, labeled "religious belief," measures traditional beliefs concerning the 
importance of religion in life (independent of religious attendance), whether someone 
considers themselves religious, importance of God in life, belief in God and hell, and whether 
religion is given preference over science. The scale is constructed using standardized items; 
therefore, its range is -12.75044 to 5.041794, with a Cronbach alpha of 0.889. The histogram of 
the sample distribution for religious belief shows slight negative skewness (see Figure 2).  
The second scale, labeled "religious practice," consists of three items about membership 
in religious organizations, religious service attendance, and prayer frequency. The scale was 
created using standardized items; therefore, it varies between -4.108 and 3.573, with a 
Cronbach alpha of 0.862. The histogram of the sample for religious practice shows a u-shaped 
distribution (see Figure 3). For both scales, negative values indicate low religiosity, and positive 
values indicate high religiosity.  
Patriarchal Traditionalism 
Patriarchal Traditionalism is another independent variable in this study. This variable 
was created from three indicators (see Table 1). Respondents were asked if they agreed or 
disagreed with patriarchal values such as, men make better political leaders than women; a 
university education is more important for boys than girls; and lastly, men make better business 




'Strongly Agree' and 4 is 'Strongly Disagree.' The items were reverse coded so that higher scores 
reflect traditional patriarchal views. A factor analysis was run on the three items to generate a 
scale. One factor was identified using the KI method (Ledesma and Valero-Mora 2007) with an 
eigenvalue of 2.216, and all three items had a factor value of more than 0.80.  The scale ranges 
from 0 and 9 and has a Cronbach alpha of 0.821. The histogram of the sample distribution for 
patriarchal traditionalism shows slight positive skewness (see Figure 4).  
Control Variables  
Age 
O'Connor et al. (2001) argue that the relationship between aggression and age is 
understudied. Previous research suggests a strong curvilinear relationship between crime and 
age. The relationship is bell-shaped, which means that offending is prevalent in late childhood, 
peaks in the late teens, and starts to decline in the 20s (Hirschi and Gottfredson 1983; 
Stolzenberg and D'Alessio 2008). Prior studies show that crime and violence tend to decrease 
with age (Archer 2000). Beirne (1987) discusses Quetelet’s theory, which stresses the decline in 
physical strength with age, Wilson and Moore's (1979) emphasis on sexual competition acting 
as a way of displaying aggression other than physical violence. The research also highlights that 
younger children lack verbal expression, thus rely on physical violence to express aggression 
(Björkqvist, Lagerspetz, and Kaukiainen 1992; Toldos 2005). Thus, with the increased age, 
individuals are less likely to engage in physical violence (Toldos 2005). Past research also 
suggests that adolescents are more likely to accept physical violence, and with age, the 
justification of physical aggression increases (Fares et al. 2011). Therefore, age was added as a 




of 49.15 and a standard deviation of 16.89. Age was included as a variable of interest because it 
may relate to the justification of physical violence. As the older someone might get, they might 
be more mature and less likely to justify violence.  
Sex 
Previous literature suggests more aggressive behaviors being common among men than 
women, although controlling for the magnitude and direction of sex differences and the type of 
aggression being studied (Bettencourt and Miller 1996; Knight, Fabes, and Higgins 1996). Men 
are also reported to be more instrumental (imposing control) in expressing their aggression, 
compared to women who are more expressive (losing self-control) in displaying aggression 
(Archer and Parker 1994; Campbell and Muncer 1987). Sex differences exist between 
justification levels, as males tend to justify violence more than females in various situations and 
aggressive acts (Harris 1991; Ramirez, Andreu, and Fujihara 2001).  
The studies have indicated that males are more likely to report physical violence than 
females, who prefer aggressive verbal expressions (Ramirez 1991; Ramirez 1993). Males are 
also reported to justify gender violence as a response and display of power (Toldos 2005). The 
research also points out that girls tend to express social and verbal aggression rather than 
physical forms of violence. Thus, sex was added as a control to the model to study the effects of 
religiosity and patriarchal traditionalism on the justification of physical violence (Fares et al. 
2011).  Sex is a dichotomous variable, with male and female response categories; 




Educational Level, Employment Status, and Income 
Past research has considered the effects of education level, employment status, and 
income level on the justification of domestic violence (Serrano-Montilla et al. 2020). Lack of 
education among victims and offenders is highly correlated with physical violence (Rickert et al. 
2002). Additionally, the difference in occupational status and income between victims and 
offenders increases the likelihood of physical violence in families. The employed and high-
earning income Individuals, especially women, are more likely to report violence to the police 
(Rickert et al. 2002; Serrano-Montilla et al. 2020). Other researchers have also controlled for 
education level, income, and socioeconomic status when studying the relationship between 
religiosity and justification of intimate partner violence (Jung and Olson 2017).   
Educational level has seven possible response categories: No Formal Education, 
Incomplete primary school, Complete primary school, Incomplete secondary school: 
technical/vocational type, Complete secondary: technical/vocational type, Incomplete 
secondary school: university-preparatory type, Complete secondary: university-preparatory 
type, Some university-level education, without a degree, and University-level education, with 
the degree. The educational level variable was also dichotomized to Less than college and Some 
college or more. Anyone with some university-level education, without a degree, and 
university-level education, with a degree, were coded as some college or more, and the 
remaining categories were coded as Less than college. Approximately 60 percent of the sample 
respondents have some college or more. 
Employment status has eight possible response categories: Full-time employee (30 




Retired/pensioned, Housewife not otherwise employed, Student, Unemployed, and Other. This 
variable was dichotomized as well, with full-time, part-time, and self-employed individuals 
coded as employed and the remaining categories coded as not employed. Approximately 57 
percent of the respondents in the sample are employed.  
The World Value Survey provides income data in 10 groups, representing the income 
decile system specific to the country. Although this system has often been criticized for 
misrepresenting country-level income distribution, the analysis is constrained by the data. 
Respondents who earn above-median are classified above the fifth decile. It is a normally 
distributed variable with a mean of 5.187 and a standard deviation of 1.879. The education 
level, employment status, and level of income influence may impact violent behaviors and their 
justification.  
Marital Status 
Opinions towards domestic violence may vary for formerly and currently married 
women, as they are more likely to experience such violence (Yount and Li 2009). Past research 
suggests that married individuals are more likely to justify violence, primarily because of 
disobedience (Serrano-Montilla et al. 2020). Therefore, marriage was used as a control variable 
in this study. Marital status has six possible outcomes in the sample: Married, living together as 
married, Divorced, Separated, Widowed, and Single. This variable was dichotomized to 
Currently married and Currently not married, where married and living together as married was 
combined as currently married. The rest were coded as not married. Approximately 67 percent 





In this study, the variable of interest (justification of violence) is ordinal. Because the 
scale measuring justification of violence was computed using ordinal items, the resulting scale 
is ordinal. The justification of violence can be ordered from always unjustified to always 
justified, but the exact distance between categories is unknown. The suitable model for dealing 
with such ordinal variables is an ordered logit (OLOGIT) model (Gujarati 2003, Greene 2000, 
Long 1997, Clogg and Shihadeh 1994, McCullagh and Nelder 1989). Approaches such as 
ordinary least square regression (OLS) and linear estimation are not appropriate for ordinal 
dependent variables (Long 1997). Thus, this study uses ordered logistic regression (OLOGIT) 
modeling to estimate the effects of the primary independent variables (religious belief, 
religious practice, and patriarchal traditionalism), along with other control variables, on the 
justification of violence.  
Before running the ordered logistic regression to test the effects of religious belief, 
religious practice, and patriarchal traditionalism on the justification of physical violence, the 
assumptions for the model were tested. The OLOGIT regression makes four key assumptions2 
about the underlying data. Firstly, the dependent variable is ordinal. Secondly, the independent 
variables are continuous or categorical. These two are satisfied as the justification of violence 







The third assumption is that there is no multicollinearity among independent variables. 
It is important to note that the correlation between non-continuous variables cannot be 
calculated, therefore inter-correlation is being used as a rough estimation for testing the 
collinearity assumption. To account for the possibility that multiple independent variables are 
correlated, the variance inflation factors using collinearity statistics were examined. Table 3 
shows collinearity statistics for religious belief, religious practice, patriarchal traditionalism, and 
other control variables. None of the VIF values are over 3, implying no collinearity problem for 
these variables. Additionally, the tolerance values are all more than 0.1, which would also 
indicate no collinearity problem.  
The fourth assumption is that the odds are proportional, which means each 
independent variable is consistent across different thresholds (splits between each pair of 
categories of the dependent variable), which means the variables would affect the odds of the 
outcome variable regardless of the threshold. To test this assumption, the likelihood-ratio test 
of proportionality of odds across response categories. The test results are significant (p-value = 
0.00), with a chi-square (216) value of 379.75. The Brant test results are shown in Table 4. The 
statistically significant test means that the hypothesis of proportional odds is rejected, and the 
assumption is not met. The proportional odds assumption is debated, and research suggests 
that violation of this assumption is not fatal and is rarely ever met. This assumption may be 
rejected because of the large number of independent variables in the model (Brant 1990), large 
sample size (Allison 1999; Clogg and Shihadeh 1994), or there is a continuous independent 
variable in the model (Allison 1999). Thus, even with the violation of the proportional odds 





Table 5 shows the estimation of the parameters for OLOGIT models analyzing the effects 
of religious practice, religious belief, patriarchal traditionalism, and demographic control 
variables on the justification of physical violence, presented in odds ratios.  
Model 1 in Table 5 examines the effects of religious belief and the demographic control 
variables on the justification of physical violence. It shows that higher scores on the religious 
belief scale reduce the odds of justifying physical violence (OR=0.979, p-value<0.05), supporting 
Hypothesis 2. Among the demographic variables, age, sex, and income also show significant 
relationships with the justification of physical violence. An increase in age results in lower 
justification of physical violence and males tend to justify violence more than women. With an 
increase in income level, individuals are more likely to justify physical violence.  
Model 2 in Table 5 looks at the effects of religious practice and the demographic control 
variables on the justification of physical violence. Higher scores on the religious practice scale 
reduce the odds of justifying physical violence (OR=0.949, p < 0.01), supporting Hypothesis 1. 
Age, sex, and income also show a significant relationship with the justification of physical 
violence.  
Model 3 in Table 5 considers the simultaneous effects of religious belief and religious 
practice on the justification of physical violence. Adding both religiosity variables into the model 
resulted in non-significant results for religious belief, while religious practice maintained 




demographic variables remain similar in strength, direction, and significance as previous 
models.  
Model 4 in Table 5 examines the effects of religious practice, religious belief, and 
patriarchal traditionalism on the justification of physical violence while controlling for 
demographic variables. The relationship between religious belief and justification of physical 
violence is not significant, similar to Model 3. The significance of the relationship between 
religious practice and justification of violence is lower than the previous model but still exerts a 
significant negative effect (OR=0.946, p-value<0.05). The odds of justifying physical violence 
increases (OR = 1.210, p-value<0.001) for those scoring higher on the patriarchal traditionalism 
scale. Age, sex, and income still have a significant relationship with the justification of physical 
violence.  
Model 5 in Table 5 assesses the effects of religious belief, patriarchal traditionalism, and 
the interaction term3 between the two independent variables, along with the demographic 
variables. It is interesting that after adding the interaction between religious belief and 
patriarchal traditionalism in the model, the main effects of religious belief lost significance, 
while patriarchal traditionalism is still significant. The interaction term is significant, suggesting 
 
3 The Editor's comments (Mustillo, Lizardo, and McVeigh 2018) published in the 
American Sociological Review (ASR) few years ago suggested, "The case is closed: don’t use the 
coefficient of the interaction term to draw conclusions about statistical interaction in 
categorical models such as logit, probit, Poisson, and so on." They also suggested ways of 
studying interactions in the same paper. One of the recommendations was to use predicted 
probabilities, instead of odds ratios. Following the suggestion, the main and interaction effects 






that the effects of religious belief on the justification of physical violence are moderated by 
patriarchal traditionalism.  
Similarly, Model 6 in Table 5 studies the effects of religious practice, patriarchal 
traditionalism, and the interaction term between the two independent variables, along with the 
demographic variables. In this model, adding the interaction effects resulted in the loss of 
significance for the religious practice main effects. Patriarchal traditionalism's main effects are 
still significant. The interaction term for religious practice and patriarchal traditionalism is 
significant (p-value<0.05), suggesting a moderating effect of patriarchal traditionalism on the 
relationship between religious practice and justification of physical violence. Thus, models 5 
and 6 suggests that we can accept part of hypothesis 4(b), that patriarchal traditionalism does 
moderate the relationship between religious practice and justification of physical violence. 
Model 7 in Table 5 considers the main effects of religious belief, religious practice, and 
patriarchal traditionalism, and the interaction effects of the independent variables, along with 
demographic controls on the justification of physical violence. The main effects of religious 
belief, religious practice, and the two interactions are all not significant in the model. 
Patriarchal traditionalism has a significant inverse effect on the justification of physical violence 
(OR=1.206, p-value<0.001). This suggests that hypothesis 4 is inconclusive and further research 
is needed. 
The Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) were 
also calculated to identify the best model. Both criteria have their benefits and drawbacks. AIC 
selects models based on frequentist-based inference (Akaike 1974) and puts more stress on 




likelihood estimation framework (Stone 1979) and penalizes the complex models more. Lower 
AIC and BIC show a better fit model. Comparing AIC and BIC values for the models in Table 5, 
Model 6 has the lowest AIC (6170.812) and BIC (6360.364) values; this is the best-fitted model.  
To enhance understanding of the interaction effects on the dependent variable, 
additional analyses were run with a dichotomized justification of physical violence measure. 
The original scale of the justification of physical violence varied from 3-30, so 3 was coded as 
zero, (not justified) and scores of 4 to 30 were coded as 1 (justified). Patriarchal traditionalism 
was also categorized into three groups; low, medium, and high, based on cumulative frequency 
(see Table 6).  
Figure 5 graphs the interaction effects of religious belief and patriarchal traditionalism 
(categorical) on the justification of physical violence (binary). As scores on the religious belief 
scale increase, justification of physical violence decreases for all three levels of patriarchal 
traditionalism. Those who score highest on patriarchal traditionalism also score highest on the 
justification of physical violence scale. The steepness of the slope indicates that the effects of 
religious belief are most substantial for those who score highest on patriarchal traditionalism. 
Thus, religious belief exerts a stronger negative effect on extremely patriarchal traditionalists.  
Figure 6 graphs the interaction effects of religious practice and patriarchal traditionalism 
on the justification of physical violence. The results mirror those in Figure 5 – the effect of 
religious practice on the justification of physical violence is steeper for those scoring highest on 
patriarchal traditionalism. The gaps between the three levels of patriarchal traditionalism are 
smaller at the high end of religious practice than at the low end. Thus, the religious practice 




Discussion and Conclusion 
Research on the role of religion in justifying violence is somewhat mixed. Some studies 
find positive/pro-social effects (McCullough & Willoughby 2009; Smith 2003; King & Boyatzis 
2015), while others suggest that religion reinforces patriarchal and traditional values, where 
men enjoy more power and women are taught to be submissive (Nason-Clark 2004). Research 
suggests that conservative religious denominations and their teachings often result in higher 
levels of deviant behaviors and lower levels of educational achievements (Beyerlein 2004, 
Darnell & Sherkat 1997, Fitzgerald & Glass 2012, Sherkat & Darnell 1999, Uecker & Pearce 
2017). The current research utilized a control theory framework to theorize the role of 
religiosity in justifying physical violence, hypothesizing that religion creates a system where 
both belief and involvement act as social constraints and therefore act as controls on deviant 
behavior.  
Consistent with the proposed hypotheses, the analyses presented here confirmed that 
religious belief and importance exert strong negative effects on justifying violence. It suggests 
that belief in supernatural power (God), hell, and the importance of normative structures 
defined by religion create an environment that is fruitful restraint when it comes to violence, 
and that religious practice may cultivate control through strong social bonds such as 
commitment to religion, involvement in religion, and religious attachment. Thus, the research 
at hand shows that religiosity has a strong inverse effect on justifying physical violence, perhaps 
through fear of punishment and positive reinforcements (McCullough & Willoughby 2009; 




The study also analyzes the effects of patriarchal traditionalism on the justification of 
physical violence using the learning theory framework. Following the previous literature (Willer 
et al. 2013; Kimmel 1994), the current research also shows that high patriarchal traditionalism 
results in higher levels of justifying physical violence. Construction and application of 
hegemonic masculinity imply the use of power, aggression, and violence (David and Brannon 
1976; Connell, 1995; Connell and Messerschmidt 2005). Thus, the current study follows 
previous work and demonstrates that the patriarchal values tend to increase justification of 
physical violence.  
The interaction effects of patriarchal traditionalism and religiosity on the justification of 
physical violence have been understudied. Past studies have explored the effects of religiosity 
and patriarchal traditionalism separately on incitement and justification of violence, but have 
failed to study them together, including how they may interact. This research fills in the 
literature gap by looking at the effects of religiosity based on belief and practice, patriarchal 
traditionalism, and the interaction of the two on the justification of physical violence. As 
predicted, patriarchal traditionalism is associated with a greater likelihood of justifying physical 
violence, regardless of religiosity, but also interacts with religiosity. The gap between the most 
and the least patriarchal respondents is significantly smaller among the most religious. Put 
another way, the effects of religiosity on the justification of violence are strongest for those 
scoring highest on patriarchal traditionalism. So, while patriarchal attitudes allow individuals to 
justify violence, those effects are weaker when religiosity is high (Cejka and Bamat, 2003; 




The results of demographic control variables in the models are consistent with the 
previous literature. With the increase in age, the individuals are less likely to justify violence 
(Hirschi and Gottfredson 1983; Stolzenberg and D'Alessio 2008; Archer 2000). The study shows 
that men tend to justify physical violence more than females (Archer and Parker 1994; 
Campbell and Muncer 1987; Harris 1991; Ramirez, Andreu, and Fujihara 2001).  
The prior research suggest that more educated individuals are less likely to engage in 
violence (Rickert et al. 2002), although in this study the relationship is not significant in any 
models. Past studies suggest that employed individuals and women from high socioeconomic 
status are more likely to report violence to the police (Rickert et al. 2002; Serrano-Montilla et 
al. 2020), which can be interpreted as they are less likely to justify violence. The result from this 
study shows that the rise in income level increases the chances of justifying physical violence, 
while employment status is not significant. The previous studies did identify that married 
individuals are more likely to justify domestic violence, but in the current study marital status is 
not significant.  
Overall, this research takes a unique approach to the justification of physical violence, 
using the idea of rationalizations based on religion and patriarchy to explain why some people 
justify physical violence, yet others do not. The major takeaways from this research are that 
religiosity, especially religious practice, has a negative effect on justification of physical 
violence, although patriarchal traditionalism tends to promote justification of physical violence. 
Limitations and Future Directions 
While the results presented here are informative, there are limitations to the study. The 




2014, so future research should expand the analysis to compare different nations and time 
periods to study the effects of religiosity and patriarchal traditionalism on the justification of 
physical violence. This will elucidate the comparisons between countries dominated by more 
conservative religious affiliations and denominations and those dominated by more liberal ones 
and more religious vs. more secular societies, as well as changes over time.  
One of the significant limitations of the US data is that the survey questions do not allow 
fine distinctions between denominations (e.g., Southern Baptists vs. Catholics). A critical 
unanswered question is whether the effects of religiosity on the justification of physical 
violence differ across religious affiliations and denominations. It would be interesting to see the 
difference in religiosity for the different Christian denominations, as the level of 
conservatism/emphasis on patriarchal values differs across these groups varies.  
The data at hand was limited to the questions asked to the respondents, thus restricting 
the analysis for this research. While this research used control theory as the framework for 
understanding possible mechanisms explaining the pro-social effects of religion on the 
justification of violence, it did not include measures testing these assumptions. Data that allow 
tests of the mediating effects of social control would help to answer questions about causal 
mechanisms. It also used learning theory to model effects of patriarchal traditionalism on 
justification of physical violence, but the data did not allow testing of these mechanisms. 
Additionally, the survey included a limited number of justification of violence items, and since it 
is a “values” rather than a behavioral survey, did not include actual measures of violence. 
Despite the shortcomings, this study still answered important questions relating to 




that religiosity had potent pro-social effects on highly patriarchal traditionalists, those who 
otherwise score highest on the justification of violence. Thus, religiosity does make a difference, 
and it makes more of a difference for individuals who are highly patriarchal traditionalists. 
Since, religion has a strong influence on individuals’ opinions and views, this could work as a 
system of teaching pro-social activities and creating safer environments. This is an important 
finding and can be used as a call for action. In light of these findings, religious communities are 
encouraged to de-emphasize patriarchal and traditionalist values to help reduce the 
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Table 1. List of variables for scale construction extracted from World Value Survey 
Question Number/Label and 
Variable/Question 
Type Scale Range or Options 
Dependent Variable : Justification of Violence 
(Please tell me for each of the following actions whether you think it can always be justified, 
never be justified, or something in between, using this card.) 
V208. For a man to beat his wife  Ordinal 1 (Never Justified) –  
10 (Always Justified) 
V209. Parents beating children Ordinal 1 (Never Justified) –  
10 (Always Justified) 
V210. Violence against other people Ordinal 1 (Never Justified) –  




(…, how important it is in your life. Would 
you say it is) 
Ordinal 1 Very Important 
2 Rather Important 
3 Not very Important 
4 Not at all Important 
V25. Church or religious organization 
(Now I am going to read off a list of 
voluntary organizations. For each 
organization, could you tell me whether 
you are an active member, an inactive 
member or not a member of that type of 
organization?) 
Nominal 0 Don't Belong 
1 Inactive Member 
2 Active Member 
V145. Apart from weddings and funerals, 
about how often do you attend religious 
services these days? 
Ordinal 1 More than once a week 
2 Once a week 
3 Once a month 
4 Only on special holy days 
5 Once a year 
6 Less often 
7 Never, practically never 
V146. Apart from weddings and funerals, 
about how often do you pray? 
Ordinal 1 Several times a day 
2 Once a day 
3 Several times each week 





5 Only on special holy days 
6 Once a year 
7 Less often 
8 Never, practically never 
V147. Independently of whether you 
attend religious services or not, would you 
say you are 
Nominal 1 A religious person 
2 Not a religious person 
3 An atheist 
V148. Do you believe in God? Nominal 1 Yes 
2 No 
V149. Do you believe in hell? Nominal 1 Yes 
2 No 
V152. How important is God in your life? 
Please use this scale to indicate. 10 means 
“very important” and 1 means “not at all 
important.” 
Ordinal 1 - 10 
V153 Whenever science and religion 
conflict, religion is always right. 
Ordinal  1 Strongly Agree 
 2 Agree 
 3 Disagree 
 4 Strongly Disagree 
Patriarchal Traditionalism 
(For each of the following statements I read out, can you tell me how strongly you agree or 
disagree with each. Do you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree?) 
V51. On the whole, men make better 
political leaders than women do. 
Ordinal  1 Strongly Agree 
 2 Agree 
 3 Disagree 
 4 Strongly Disagree 
V52. A university education is more 
important for a boy than for a girl. 
Ordinal  1 Strongly Agree 
 2 Agree 
 3 Disagree 
 4 Strongly Disagree 
V53. On the whole, men make better 
business executives than women do. 
Ordinal  1 Strongly Agree 
 2 Agree 
 3 Disagree 












Table 3.  Collinearity Diagnostics for Ordered Logistic Regression 
 




Table 5. Effects of Religious Belief, Religious Practice, and Patriarchal Traditionalism on Justification of Physical Violence using 












Figure 1. Theoretical Model 
 






Figure 3. Histogram of Religious Belief Scale 
 
 





Figure 5. Histogram of Patriarchal Traditionalism 
 
 
Figure 6. Predicted Justification of Violence across Respondent's Religious Belief 






Figure 7.  Predicted Justification of Violence across Respondent's Religious 
Practice by Patriarchal Traditionalism 
 
 
